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Comment Response Matrix 
Interim Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Gulf Landing LLC Deepwater Port License Application 

Comment 

Remove lust sentence in purugraph. 

Since significant environmental impacts could result from 
construction onshore of the two concrete gravity base 
structures and any associated channel excavation required to 
ship them out of the fabrication yard, these direct impacts 
should also be evaluated in a single EIS for the entire LNG 
operation, including the terminal construction and operation 
as well as the associated pipeline construction. 

If the terminal fabrication site is in coastal Louisiana, the EIS 
should document planning to ensure that the proposed project 
is consistent with Federal and State efforts to restore coastal 
Louisiana. Although similar issues should be explored if the 
fabrication site is along the Texas coast, particular attention 
should be paid to the cumulative impacts analysis should the 
proposed site be along or near the La Quinta Channel, in 
Texas. There are currently proposals for three onshore LNG 
terminals and at least two fabrication sites in that area. 
Similarly, the Freeport and Sabine-Neches areas are being 
proposed for multiple LNG-related facilities and the 
cumulative impacts should be addressed in some detail. In 
any event, we would expect the EIS to thoroughly address the 
potential for environmental impacts associated with the 
onshore facility construction, specifically with respect to 
dredging (including discussions of alterations to channel 
width or depth), dredged material management, beneficial use 
options, and wetlands impacts. 

Reviewer 

JD 

BK 

e2M's Response 

Text revised per comment. 

No response to previous 
inquiry 
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2.2.5 

Comment Response Matrix 
Interim Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Gulf Landing LLC Deepwater Port License Application 

Comment 

EPA Region 6 is also depending on the EIS and consultation 
documents to meet our statutory and regulatory requirements 
in reaching a decision to issue or deny the NPDES permit. 

If the scope of the EIS is not changed to reflect comments 2 & 
3 above, a declaration of what the EIS is not covering needs 
to be made so that the public understands that the construction 
of the GBS units will need to be evaluated under 
supplemental NEPA review. 

Check spelling of “amaller” could be “a smaller” 
~ 

A more thorough discussion of the wedgewire screens is 
needed as to how the larger 6.5 mm size was selected over the 
.5 mm. While in the referenced study 2 rnm wedgewire 
screens reported to have a 62% reduction in entrainment over 
9.5 mm screens, the interim EIS does not indicate the 
expected reduction in entrainment by utilizing the 6.35 mm 
screen. The EIS should indicate the expected marine life 
exclusion efficiency of the 6.35 rnm screen and present a clear 
rationale for not using a smaller mesh screen (i.e., 2 mm) to 
minimize impacts to marine fishery species from entrainment. 
What percent exclusion does the selected system offer over no 
system? 

~ ~~~ 

response to previous 
inquiry 

NO response to previous 
insuiry 

New item 

Does MMS agree with the 
proposed resolution? 

LG 
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2.2.7 

2.6.1 

2.6.1 

2.6.1 

3.1.3.1 

3.2.1 

I R L  A map of the alternative pipeline routes needs to be added. 

3.2.2.1 

Table-2-4 lists F, G, & H-as alternatives, but does not give 
any analysis for way these alternatives were discarded. G & 
H appear to be shorted and have less disturbed acreage. Were 
they only feasible with alternative F that is much longer and 
includes greater acreage? I think that these are not in fact 
alternatives in West Cameron 213, but are alternatives for the 
West Cameron 183. (See figure 2-9, although F, G & H are 
not designations on the figure) If so, the alternative pipeline 
routes should be placed under the WC 183 alternative site 
discussion. 

RL LNGC Unloading section is merged within the LNGC 
Berthing discussion. 

How is the LNG moved from the vessel to the terminal? Are 
the pumps on the vessel and pump the LNG to the terminal or 
are the pumps on the terminal and withdraw the LNG from 
the vessel? Might be explained more fully in the air impacts 
section, but it would be helpful to include the process here as 
well. 

Personnel Quarters section is merged with the Solid Waste 
and Debris discussion. 

How many miles west of the mouth of the Mississippi River? 

RL 

RL 

RL 

RL Please provide a map of the Region of Influence. It is 
difficult to visualize the potential impact area. 

RL This paragraph is not germane to the proposed project 
location. Louisiana is the only state not discussed. 

e2M's Response 

New Issue 

No response to previous 
inquiry 

New Issue 

No response to previous 
inquiry 

No response to previous 
inquiry 

No response to previous 
inquiry 
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